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portation for the elderly, decent middle class
housing in rural areas?

And these things were discussed in practical,
commonsense, old-fashioned American language
so that at the end of the day, no one knew,
having heard it all, what they heard from a
Republican, what they heard from a Democrat,
who these people voted for in the last election.
Why? Because they were talking about the real
stuff of life, not words used to divide people.

So I ask you to remember this: We’ll always
have our fair share of politics in the Nation’s
Capital, and the further away you get from the
real lives of real people, the more partisan the
rhetoric tends to become. But you, you in this

great university and in this community, can have
a huge influence in saying, ‘‘Put one thing be-
yond politics. Do not sacrifice the future of our
education on the altar of indiscriminate budget
cutting. Reduce the deficit in the budget. Re-
duce the deficit in education. Give the next
generation of Americans the American dream.’’

Thank you, and God bless you all.

NOTE: The President spoke at 4:10 p.m. at the
Hilton Coliseum. In his remarks, he referred to
Mayor Larry R. Curtis of Ames, IA, and Fred (The
Mayor) Hoiberg, Iowa State University basketball
player.

Remarks to the Iowa State Legislature in Des Moines
April 25, 1995

Thank you very much, Mr. President, Mr.
Speaker, Governor Branstad, Mr. Chief Justice
and members of the supreme court, distin-
guished Iowa State officials. And former Con-
gressman Neal Smith, my good friend, and Mrs.
Smith, thank you for being here. To all of you
who are members of the Iowa Legislature,
House and Senate, Republican and Democrat,
it is a great honor for me to be here today.

I feel that I’m back home again. When I
met the legislative leadership on the way in and
we shared a few words and then they left to
come in here, and I was standing around with
my crowd, I said, ‘‘You know, I really miss State
government.’’ [Laughter] I’ll say more about why
in a moment.

I’d like to, if I might, recognize one of your
members to thank him for agreeing to join my
team: Representative Richard Running will now
be the Secretary of Labor’s representative.
Would you stand up, please? Thank you. [Ap-
plause] Representative Running is going to be
the representative of the Secretary of Labor for
region 7, Iowa, Nebraska, Missouri, and Kansas.
And if you will finish your business here pretty
soon, he can actually go to Kansas City and
get to work—[laughter]—which I would appre-
ciate.

I’m delighted to be back in Iowa. I had a
wonderful day here, and it was good to be here

when it was dry—[laughter]—although a little
rain doesn’t do any harm.

We had a wonderful meeting today at Iowa
State University, with which I’m sure all of you
are familiar, this National Rural Conference we
had, designed to lay the groundwork for a strat-
egy for rural America to include not only the
farm bill but also a rural development strategy
and a strategy generally to deal with the prob-
lems of rural America, with the income dispari-
ties with the rest of America, the age disparities
with the rest of America, and the problems of
getting services and maintaining the quality of
life in rural America.

I want to thank Governor Branstad for his
outstanding presentation and the information he
gave us about the efforts being made in Iowa
in developing your fiber optic network and de-
veloping the health care reform initiatives for
rural Iowans and many other areas. I want to
thank Senator Harkin for his presentation, par-
ticularly involving the development of alternative
agricultural products as a way to boost income
in rural America. And I want to say a special
word of thanks to the people at Iowa State.
They did a magnificent job there, and I know
you are all very proud of that institution. And
you would have been very, very proud of them
today for the way they performed.

I’m also just glad to be back here in the
setting of State government. You know, Gov-
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ernor Branstad and I were once the youngest
Governors in America, but time took care of
it. [Laughter] And now that he’s been reelected,
he will actually serve more years than I did.
I ran for a fifth term as Governor. We used
to have 2-year terms, and then we switched
to 4-year terms. And only one person in the
history of our State had ever served more than
8 years, and only one person had ever served
more than—two people had served more than
two terms, but those were 2-year terms—in the
whole history of the State. So I was—I had
served 10 years. I’d served three 2-year terms
and one 4-year term, and I was attempting to
be reelected. And I had a high job approval
rating, but people were reluctant to vote for
me because in my State people are very sus-
picious of too much political power, you know.
And I thought I was still pretty young and
healthy, but half of them wanted to give me
a gold watch, you know, and send me home.
[Laughter]

And I never will forget one day when I was
running for my fifth term, I was out at the
State fair doing Governor’s day at the State fair,
which I always did, and I would just sit there
and anybody that wanted to talk to me could
up and say whatever was on their mind, which
was, for me, a hazardous undertaking from time
to time—[laughter]—since they invariably would
do exactly that. And I stayed there all day long,
and I talked about everything under the Moon
and Sun with the people who came up. And,
long about the end of the day, this elderly fellow
in overalls came up to me, and he said, ‘‘Bill,
you going to run for Governor again?’’ And I
hadn’t announced yet. I said, ‘‘I don’t know.
If I do, will you vote for me?’’ He said, ‘‘Yes,
I always have. I guess I will again.’’ And I said,
‘‘Well, aren’t you sick of me after all these
years?’’ He said, ‘‘No, but everybody else I know
is.’’ [Laughter]

But he went on to say—and that’s the point
I want to make about State government—he
said, ‘‘People get tired of it because all you
do is nag us. You nag us to modernize the
economy; you nag us to improve the schools;
you just nag, nag, nag.’’ But he said, ‘‘I think
it’s beginning to work.’’ And what I have seen
in State after State after State over the last
15 years, as we have gone through these
wrenching economic and social changes in
America and as we face challenge after chal-
lenge after challenge, is people able consistently

to come together to overcome their differences,
to focus on what it will take to build a State
and to move forward. And we need more of
that in America.

In Iowa, you do embody our best values. Peo-
ple are independent but committed to one an-
other. They work hard and play by the rules,
but they work together. Those of us who come
from small towns understand that everybody
counts. We don’t have a person to waste. And
the fact that Iowa has done such a good job
in developing all of your people is one of the
reasons that you are so strong in every single
national indicator of success that I know of.
And you should be very, very proud of what,
together, you have done.

I saw some of that American spirit in a very
painful way in Oklahoma City this week, and
all of you saw it as well. I know you share
the grief of the people there. But you must
also share the pride of all Americans in seeing
the enormity of the effort which is being exerted
there by firemen and police officers and nurses,
by rescue workers, by people who have come
from all over America and given up their lives
to try to help Oklahoma City and the people
there who have suffered so much loss, rebuild.

I want to say again what I have tried to say
for the last 3 days to the American people. On
this National Day of Service, there is a service
we can do to ensure that we build on and learn
from this experience.

We must always fight for the freedom of
speech. The first amendment, with its freedom
of speech, freedom of assembly, and freedom
of worship, is the essence of what it means
to be an American. And I dare say every elected
official in this room would give his or her life
to preserve that right for our children and our
grandchildren down to the end of time.

But we have to remember that that freedom
has endured in our Nation for over 200 years
because we practiced it with such responsibility;
because we had discipline; because we under-
stood from the Founding Fathers forward that
you could not have very, very wide latitude in
personal freedom until you also had—or unless
you also had great discipline in the exercise of
that freedom.

So while I would defend to the death any-
one’s right to the broadest freedom of speech,
I think we should all remember that words have
consequences. And freedom should be exercised
with responsibility. And when we think that oth-
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ers are exercising their freedom in an irrespon-
sible way, it is our job to stand up and say
that is wrong, we disagree. This is not a matter
of partisan politics. It is not a matter of political
philosophy. If we see the freedom of expression
and speech abused in this country, whether it
comes from the right or the left, from the media
or from people just speaking on their own, we
should stand up and say no, we don’t believe
in preaching violence; we don’t believe in
preaching hatred; we don’t believe in preaching
discord. Words have consequences.

If words did not have consequences, we
wouldn’t be here today. We’re here today be-
cause Patrick Henry’s words had consequences,
because Thomas Jefferson’s words had con-
sequences, because Abraham Lincoln’s words
had consequences. And these words we hear
today have consequences, the good ones and
the bad ones, the ones that bring us together
and the ones that drive a wedge through our
heart.

We never know in this society today who is
out there dealing with all kinds of inner turmoil,
vulnerable to being pushed over the edge if
all they hear is a relentless clamor of hatred
and division. So let us preserve free speech,
but let those of us who want to fight to preserve
free speech forever in America say, we must
be responsible, and we will be.

My fellow Americans, I come here tonight,
as I went recently to the State legislature in
Florida, to discuss the condition of our country,
where we’re going in the future, and your role
in that. We know we are in a new and different
world—the end of the cold war, a new and
less organized world we’re living in but one still
not free of threats. We know we have come
to the end of an industrial age and we’re in
an information age which is less bureaucratic,
more open, more dependent on technology,
more full of opportunity, but still full of its
own problems, than the age that most of us
were raised in.

We know that we no longer need the same
sort of bureaucratic, top-down, service-deliv-
ering, rulemaking, centralized Government in
Washington that served us so well during the
industrial age, because times have changed. We
know that with all the problems we have and
all the opportunities we have, we have to think
anew about what the responsibilities of our Gov-
ernment in Washington should be, what your
responsibility should be here at the State level

and through you to the local level, and what
should be done more by private citizens on their
own with no involvement from the Government.

We know now what the central challenge of
this time is, and you can see it in Iowa. You
could see it today with the testimony we heard
at the rural conference. We are at a 25-year
low in the combined rates of unemployment
and inflation. Our economy has produced over
6 million new jobs. But paradoxically, even in
Iowa where the unemployment rate has dropped
under 3.5 percent, most Americans are working
harder today for the same or lower incomes
that they were making 10 years ago. And many
Americans feel less job security even as the re-
covery continues. That is largely a function of
the global economic competition; the fact that
technology raises productivity at an almost unbe-
lievable rate so fewer and fewer people can do
more and more work, and that depresses wages;
the fact that unless we raise it in Washington
next year, the minimum wage will reach a 40-
year low.

There are a lot of these things that are related
one to the other. But it is perfectly clear that
the economics are changing the face of Amer-
ican society. You can see it in the difference
in income in rural America and urban America.
You can see it in the difference—the aging proc-
ess in rural America as compared with urban
America. And if we want to preserve the Amer-
ican dream, we have got to find a way to solve
this riddle.

I was born in the year after World War II
at the dawn of the greatest explosion of oppor-
tunity in American history and in world history.
For 30 years after that, the American people,
without regard to their income or region, grew
and grew together. That is, each income group
over the next 30 years roughly doubled their
income, except the poorest 20 percent of us
that had an almost 21⁄2 times increase in their
income. So we were growing and growing to-
gether.

For about the last 15 or 20 years, half of
us have been stuck, so that our country is grow-
ing, but we are growing apart even within the
middle class. When you put that beside the fact
that we have more and more poor people who
are not elderly, which was the case when I was
little, but now are largely young women and
their little children, often where there was either
no marriage or the marriage is broken up so
there is not a stable home and there is not
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an adequate level of education to ensure an
income, you have increasing poverty and increas-
ing splits within the middle class. That is the
fundamental cause, I believe, of a lot of the
problems that we face in America and a lot
of the anxiety and frustration we see in this
country.

Every rich country faces this problem. But
in the United States it is a particular problem,
both because the inequality is greater and be-
cause it violates the American dream. I mean,
this is a country where if you work hard and
you play by the rules, you obey the law, you
raise your children, you do your best to do ev-
erything you’re supposed to do, you ought to
have an opportunity for the free enterprise sys-
tem to work for you.

And so we face this challenge. I have to tell
you that I believe two things: One, the future
is far more hopeful than worrisome. If you look
at the resources of this country, the assets of
this country, and you compare them with any
other country in the world and you imagine
what the world will be like 20 or 30 years from
now, you’d have to be strongly bullish on Amer-
ica. You have to believe in our promise. Sec-
ondly, I am convinced we cannot get there un-
less we develop a new way of talking about
these issues, a new political discourse, unless
we move beyond the labeling that so often char-
acterizes and, in fact, mischaracterizes the de-
bate in Washington, DC.

Now, we are having this debate in ways that
affect you, so you have to be a part of it, be-
cause one of the biggest parts of the debate
is, how are we going to keep the American
dream alive? How are we going to keep America
the world’s strongest force for freedom and de-
mocracy into the next century and change the
way the Government works?

There is broad consensus that the Govern-
ment in Washington should be less bureaucratic,
less oriented toward rulemaking, smaller, more
flexible, that more decisions should be devolved
to the State and local government level and,
where possible, more decisions should be given
to private citizens themselves. There is a broad
agreement on that.

The question is, what are the details? What
does that mean? What should we do? What
should you do? That’s what I want to talk to
you about. There are clearly some national re-
sponsibilities, clearly some that would be better
served here at your level.

The main reason I ran for President is, it
seemed to me that we were seeing a National
Government in bipartisan gridlock, where we’d
had 12 years in which we exploded the deficit,
reduced our investment in people, and under-
mined our ability to compete and win in the
world. And I wanted very badly to end the kind
of gridlock we’d had and to see some real con-
crete action taken to go forward, because of
my experience doing what you’re doing now.

My basic belief is that the Government ought
to do more to help people help themselves,
to reward responsibility with more opportunity
and not to give anybody opportunity without
demanding responsibility. That’s basically what
I think our job is. I think we can be less bureau-
cratic. We have to enhance security at home
and abroad. But the most important thing we
have to do is to empower people to make the
most of their own lives.

Now, we have made a good beginning at that.
As I said, we’ve been able to get the deficit
down. You know here in Iowa, because you’re
a farming State, that we’ve had the biggest ex-
pansion of trade in the last 2 years we’ve seen
in a generation. We now have a $20 billion
surplus in agricultural products for the first time
ever. This means more to me than you, but
we’re selling rice to the Japanese, something
that my farmers never thought that we’d ever
do. We’re selling apples in Asia. We are doing
our best in Washington, some of us are, to get
the ethanol program up and going. This adminis-
tration is for it, and I hope you will help us
with that.

And we’re making modest efforts which ought
to be increased to work with the private sector
to develop alternative agricultural products.
Today I saw corn-based windshield wiper fluid
and, something that I think is important, bio-
degradable, agriculturally rooted golf tees—
[laughter]—and a lot of other things that I think
will be the hallmark of our future. We have
only scratched the surface of what we can do
to produce products from the land, from our
food and fiber, and we must do more.

In education we are beginning to see the out-
lines of what I hope will be a genuine bipartisan
national partnership in education. In the last
2 years, we increased Head Start. We reduced
the rules and regulations the Federal Govern-
ment imposes on local school systems but gave
them more funds and flexibility to meet national
standards of education. We helped States all
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over the country to develop comprehensive sys-
tems of apprenticeships for young people who
get out of high school and don’t want to go
to college but don’t want to be in dead-end
jobs. We are doing more to try to make our
job training programs relevant.

And we have made literally millions of Ameri-
cans eligible for lower cost, better repayment
college loans under our direct loan program,
including over 350,000 students and former stu-
dents in Iowa, including all those who are at
Iowa State University. Now, if you borrow
money under that program, you get it quicker
with less paperwork at lower cost, and you can
pay it back in one of four different ways based
on the income you’re going to earn when you
get out of college. Believe it or not, it lowers
costs to the taxpayers.

And we have demanded responsibility. We’ve
taken the loan default costs to the taxpayers
from $2.8 billion a year down to $1 billion a
year. That is the direction we ought to be going
in.

We’ve worked hard to increase our security
at home and abroad. The crime bill, which was
passed last year by the Congress after 6 years
of endless debate, provides for 100,000 more
police officers on our street. We have already—
over the next 5 years—we’ve already awarded
over 17,000 police officers to over half the po-
lice departments in America, including 158 com-
munities here in Iowa. It strengthens punish-
ment under Federal law.

The ‘‘three strikes and you’re out’’ law in the
crime bill is now the law of the land. The first
person to be prosecuted under this law was a
convicted murderer accused of an armed rob-
bery in Waterloo last November. If he’s con-
victed, he will go to jail for the rest of his
life.

The capital punishment provisions of the
crime bill will cover the incident in Oklahoma
City, something that is terribly important, in my
view, not only to bring justice in this case but
to send a clear signal that the United States
does not intend to be dominated and paralyzed
by terrorists from at home or abroad, not now,
not ever. We cannot ever tolerate that.

We are also more secure from beyond our
borders. For the first time since the dawn of
the nuclear age, there are no Russian missiles
pointed at America’s children. And those nuclear
weapons are being destroyed every day.

We have reduced the size of the Federal Gov-
ernment by more than 100,000. We are taking
it down by more than a quarter of a million.
We have eliminated or reduced 300 programs,
and I have asked Congress to eliminate or con-
solidate 400 more. We have tried to give more
flexibility to States; several States have gotten
broad freedom from Federal rules to implement
health care reform. And we have now freed
27 States from cumbersome Federal rules to
try to help them end welfare as we know it.

In the almost 2 years since Iowa received
only the second welfare waiver our administra-
tion issued, the number of welfare recipients
in Iowa who hold jobs has almost doubled from
18 to 33 percent. You are doing it without pun-
ishing children for the mistakes of their parents,
and I want to say more on that later, but you
are doing it. And that is clear evidence that
we should give the States the right to pursue
welfare reform. They know how to get the job
done better than the Federal Government has
done in the past. We should give you all more
responsibility for moving people from welfare
to work.

Now, here’s where you come in, because I
want to talk in very short order, one right after
the other, about the decisions we still have to
make in Washington. Do we still have to cut
the Federal deficit more? Yes, we do. We’ve
taken it down by $600 billion. The budget, in
fact, would be balanced today if it weren’t for
the interest we have to pay on the debt run
up between 1981 and 1992.

But it’s still a problem, and you need to un-
derstand why it’s a problem. It’s a problem be-
cause a lot of people who used to give us money
to finance our Government deficit and our trade
deficit need their money at home now. That’s
really what’s happening in Japan. They need
their money at home now.

We must continue—we must say to the world,
to the financial markets: We will not cut taxes
except in the context of reducing the deficit.
America is committed. Both parties are com-
mitted. Americans are committed to getting rid
of this terrible burden on our future. We must
continue to do it.

Now, the question is, how are we going to
do that? Should we cut unnecessary spending?
Of course we should. How do you define it?
Should there be more power to State and local
governments and to the private sector? You bet.
But what are the details?
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In other words, what we’ve got to do in Wash-
ington now is what you do all the time. We’ve
got to move beyond our rhetoric to reality. And
I think it would be helpful for you because
we need your voice to be heard. And at least
my experience in the Governors’ Association
was, or working in my own legislature, was that
on these issues we could get Republicans and
Democrats together. So let me go through what
we’ve done and what’s still to be done.

First of all, I agree with this new Congress
on three issues that were in the Republican
contract, and two of them are already law. Num-
ber one, Congress should apply to itself all the
laws it puts on the private sector. We should
know when we make laws in Washington what
we’re doing to other people by experiencing it
ourselves. That was a good thing.

Number two, I signed the unfunded mandates
legislation to make it harder, but not impossible
when it’s important, but much harder, for Con-
gress to put on you and your taxpayers unfunded
mandates from the Federal Government where
we make you pay for something that we in
Washington want to do. I strongly support that,
and I think all of you do, as well.

The third thing we are doing that we have
not finished yet, although both Houses have ap-
proved a version of it, is the line-item veto.
Almost every Governor has it. I don’t want to
embarrass anybody here, but I don’t know how
many times I had a legislature say, ‘‘Now, Gov-
ernor, I’m going to slip this in this bill because
I’ve got to do it, and then you can scratch it
out for me.’’ [Laughter] And it was fine. We
did it. Now if they slip it in a bill, I have
to decide what to do or not. I have to decide.
When the farmers in Iowa desperately needed
the restoration of the tax deduction for health
insurance, the 25 percent tax deduction that
self-employed farmers and others get for health
insurance, there was a provision of that bill I
didn’t like very much. I had to decide, am I
going to give this back to 3.3 million self-em-
ployed Americans and their families, to lower
the cost of health care by tax day, or not? But
when we have the line-item veto, it won’t be
that way. And we need it.

Here are the hard ones: number one, the
farm bill. Should we reduce farm supports? Yes,
we should, as required by GATT. I worked hard
to get the Europeans to the table in agriculture
in this trade agreement. A lot of you understand
that. The deal was, they would reduce their

subsidies more than we would reduce ours, so
we would at least move toward some parity,
so that our farmers would get a fair break for
a change. Now some say, let’s just get rid of
all these farm support programs.

Well, if we do it now, we give our competitors
the advantage we worked for 8 years to take
away. We put family farms more at risk. Now,
if anybody’s got better ideas about what should
be in the farm bill, that’s fine. If anybody’s
got a better idea about how to save the family
farmers, let’s do it. If anybody has new ideas
about what should be put in for rural develop-
ment, fine. But let us do no harm. Let us not
labor under the illusion that having fought so
hard to have a competitive agricultural playing
field throughout the world, having achieved a
$20 billion surplus in agriculture, we can turn
and walk away from the farmers of the country
in the name of cutting spending. That is not
the way to cut the Federal deficit.

I’ll give you another example. Some believe
that we should flat-fund the School Lunch Pro-
gram. And then there’s a big argument in Wash-
ington; is it a cut or not? Let me tell you some-
thing, all these block grants are designed not
only to give you more flexibility but to save
the Federal Government money. Now, it may
be a good deal, or it may not. You have to
decide. But when we wanted to cut the Agri-
culture Department budget—we’re closing near-
ly 1,200 offices, we’re reducing employment by
13,000, we eliminated 14 divisions in the De-
partment of Agriculture—my own view is, that
is better than putting an arbitrary cap on the
School Lunch Program, which will be terribly
unfair to the number—to the numerous school
districts in this country that have increasing bur-
dens from low income children. There are a
lot of kids in this country, a lot of kids, the
only decent meal they get every day is the meal
they get at school. This program works. If it’s
not broke, we shouldn’t fix it. So I don’t agree
with that. But you have to decide.

Welfare reform. I’ve already said, we have
now given more welfare reform waivers to States
to get out from under the Federal Government
than were given in the last 12 years put to-
gether. In 2 years, we’ve given more than 12
years. I am for you figuring out how you want
to run your welfare system and move people
from welfare to work. I am for that.

But here are the questions. Number one,
should we have cumbersome Federal rules that
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say you have to penalize teenage girls who give
birth to children and cut them off? I don’t think
so. We should never punish children for the
mistakes of their parents. And these children
who become parents prematurely, we should
say, ‘‘You made a mistake, you shouldn’t do that;
no child should do that. But what we’re going
to do is to impose responsibilities on you for
the future to make you a responsible parent,
a responsible student, a responsible worker.’’
That’s what your program does. Why should the
Federal Government tell you that you have to
punish children, when what you really want to
do is move people from welfare to work so
that more people are good parents and good
workers? You should decide that. We do not
need to be giving you lectures about how you
have to punish the kids of this country. We
need a welfare bill that is tough on work and
compassionate toward children, not a welfare bill
that is weak on work and tough on children.
I feel that that should be a bipartisan principle
that all of us should be able to embrace.

Now, the second issue in welfare reform is
whether we should give you a block grant. In-
stead of having the welfare being an individual
entitlement to every poor person on welfare,
should we just give you whatever money we
gave you last year or over the last 3 years and
let you spend it however you want? There are
two issues here that I ask you to think about,
not only from your perspective but from the
perspective of every other State.

In Florida, the Republicans in the legislature
I spoke with were not for this, and here’s why.
The whole purpose of the block grant is twofold.
One is, we give you more flexibility. The second
is, we say in return for more flexibility, you
ought to be able to do the job for less money,
so we won’t increase the money you’re getting
over the next 5 years, which means we’ll get
to save money and lower the deficit. If it works
for everybody concerned, it’s a good deal.

But what are the States—there are two prob-
lems with a block grant in this area, and I want
you to help me work through it, because I am
for more flexibility for the States. I would give
every State every waiver that I have given to
any State. I want you to decide what to do
with this; I want you to be out there creating
innovative ways to break the cycle of welfare
dependency. But there are two problems with
this. Number one, if you have a State with a
very large number of children eligible for public

assistance and they’re growing rapidly, it’s very
hard to devise any formula that keeps you from
getting hurt in the block grants over a 5-year
period. And some States have rapidly growing
populations, Florida, Texas, probably California.

Number two, a total block grant relieves the
State of any responsibility to put up the match
that is now required for you to participate in
the program. Now, you may say, ‘‘Well, we
would do that anyway. We have a tradition in
Iowa of taking care of our own.’’ But what if
you lived in a State with a booming population
growth, with wildly competing demands for dol-
lars? And what about when the next recession
comes? Keep in mind, we’re making all these
decisions today in the second year in which
every State economy is growing. That has not
happened in a very long time.

Will that really be fair? How do you know
that there won’t be insurmountable pressure in
some States just to say, ‘‘Well, we can’t take
care of these children anymore; we’ve got to
give the money to our schoolteachers; we’ve got
to give the money to our road program; we’ve
got to give the money to economic development;
we’ve got environmental problems.’’ So I ask
you to think about those things. We can find
a way to let you control the welfare system
and move people from welfare to work, but
there are two substantive problems with the
block grant program that I want to see over-
come before I sign off on it, because there
is a national responsibility to care for the chil-
dren of the country, to make sure a minimal
standard of care is given. [Applause] Thank you.

In the crime bill, there is a proposal to take
what we did last time, which was to divide the
money between police, prisons, and prevention
and basically give you a block grant in preven-
tion, and instead create two separate block
grants, one for prisons and one for police and
prevention, in which you would reduce the
amount of money for police and prevention and
increase the amount of money for prisons, but
you could only get it if you decided—a mandate,
but a funded one—if you decided to make all
people who committed serious crimes serve 85
percent of their sentences.

So Washington is telling you how you have
to sentence people but offering you money to
build prisons. The practical impact means that
a lot of that money won’t be taken care of,
and we will reduce the amount of money we’re
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spending for police and for prevention pro-
grams. I think that’s a mistake.

I’m more than happy for you to have block
grants for prevention programs. You know more
about what keeps kids out of jail and off the
streets and from committing crime in Des
Moines or Cedar Rapids or Ames or anyplace
else than I would ever know. But we do know
that the violent crime rate has tripled in the
last 30 years and the number of police on our
street has only gone up by 10 percent. And
we know there is city after city after city in
America where the crime rate has gone down
a lot, a lot, when police have been put on the
street in community policing roles.

So I say, let’s keep the 100,000 police pro-
gram. It is totally nonbureaucratic. Small towns
in Iowa can get it by filling out a one-page,
8-question form. There is no hassle. And we
should do this because we know it works. There
is a national interest in safer streets, and it’s
all paid for by reducing the Federal bureauc-
racy. So my view is, keep the 100,000 police.
Give the States flexibility on prevention. And
I hope that you will agree with that. That, at
any rate, is my strong feeling.

Lastly, let me say on education, I simply don’t
believe that we should be cutting education to
reduce the deficit or to pay for tax cuts. I don’t
believe that. I just don’t believe that.

So my view, my view on this is that the way
to save money is to give every university in
the country and every college in the country
the right to do what Iowa State has done: go
to the direct loan program, cut out the middle-
man, lower the cost of loans, save the taxpayer
money. I am strongly opposed to charging the
students interest on their student loans while
they’re in college. That will add 18 to 20 percent
to the cost of education for a lot of our young
people. We’ll have fewer people going to school.
We want more people going to school. I think
that is a mistake.

I believe if we’re going to have a tax cut,
it should be targeted to middle class people
and to educational needs. I believe strongly we
should do two things more than anything else:
Number one, give more people the advantage
of an IRA, which they can put money into and
save and then withdraw to pay for education

or health care costs, purchase of a first-time
home, or care of an elderly parent tax-free;
number two, allow the deduction of the cost
of education after high school to all American
middle class families. Now, that, I think, will
make a difference.

This is very important for you because, re-
member, if we have a smaller total tax cut, if
we target it to the middle class, we can have
deficit reduction without cutting education, we
can have deficit reduction without having severe
cuts in Medicare. Governor Branstad said today,
one of our biggest problems is the unfairness
of the distribution of Medicare funds. You are
right. It’s not fair to rural America. But there’s
a lot more coming and more than you need
to have if we have an excessive tax cut that
is not targeted to education and to the middle
class.

So that, in brief, is the laundry list of the
new federalism, the things you need to decide
on. I do not believe these issues I have spoken
with you about have a partisan tinge in Des
Moines. They need not have one in Washington.

But I invite you, go back home—this is being
televised tonight—go back home and talk to the
people you represent and ask them what they
want you to say to your Members of Congress
about what we do in Washington, what you do
in Des Moines, what we do in our private lives,
what should be spent to reduce the deficit, what
should be spent on a tax cut, what should be
in a block grant, and where should we stand
up and say we’ve got to protect the children
of the country. These are great and exciting
issues.

Believe me, if we make the right decisions,
if we make the right decisions, the 21st century
will still be the American century.

Thank you all, and God bless you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 7:32 p.m. in the
Senate Chamber at the State Capital. In his re-
marks, he referred to Leonard Boswell, president,
Iowa State Senate; Ron Corbett, speaker, Iowa
State House; Gov. Terry E. Branstad of Iowa; Ar-
thur McGiverin, chief justice, Iowa Supreme
Court; and former Representative Neal Smith and
his wife, Bea.
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Statement on the Death of Naomi Nover
April 25, 1995

Hillary and I were so saddened to learn of
the death of Naomi Nover. Naomi’s years of
dedication to her craft and her efforts to cover
events here at the White House up until just
a few months before her death were a lesson

to us all in hard work and the persistence of
the human spirit. She will be missed greatly,
and our thoughts are with her sisters and the
rest of her family at this difficult time.

Letter to Congressional Leaders Transmitting a Report on Cyprus
April 25, 1995

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. Chairman:)
In accordance with Public Law 95–384 (22

U.S.C. 2373(c)), I submit to you this report on
progress toward a negotiated settlement of the
Cyprus question. The previous report covered
progress through January 31, 1995. The current
report covers the period from February 1, 1995,
through March 31, 1995.

During this period my Special Emissary for
Cyprus, Richard I. Beattie, and the State De-
partment’s Special Cyprus Coordinator, James
A. Williams, visited Turkey and met with Turk-
ish leaders. Constructive discussions were held
on how best to move the process forward after
the elections in northern Cyprus in April. Prime
Minister Ciller expressed her willingness to as-
sist in finding a solution during her recent visit
and restated Ankara’s commitment to work with

the United Nations in producing an overall solu-
tion to the Cyprus problem.

On March 6, the European Union agreed to
begin accession negotiations with Cyprus after
the conclusion of the 1996 Intergovernmental
Conference. On the same date, the European
Union concluded a customs union agreement
with Turkey. I believe talks on membership in
the EU for the entire island of Cyprus, together
with Turkey’s integration into Europe, will serve
as a catalyst to the search for an overall solution
on Cyprus.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM J. CLINTON

NOTE: Identical letters were sent to Newt Ging-
rich, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and Jesse Helms, chairman, Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Remarks on Counterterrorism Initiatives and an Exchange With Reporters
April 26, 1995

The President. I asked the leaders of Congress
from both parties to come to the White House
today because I know that we have a shared
commitment to do everything we possibly can
to stamp out the kind of vicious behavior we
saw in Oklahoma City. Everyone here is deter-
mined to do that, and I want us to work to-
gether to get the job done.

On Sunday, I announced the first series of
steps we must take to combat terrorism in
America. Today I’m announcing further meas-

ures, grounded in common sense and steeled
with force. These measures will strengthen law
enforcement and sharpen their ability to crack
down on terrorists wherever they’re from, be
it at home or abroad. This will arm them with
investigative tools, increased enforcement, and
tougher penalties.

I say, again: Justice in this case must be swift,
certain, and severe. And for anyone who dares
to sow terror on American land, justice must
be swift, certain, and severe. We must move
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